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REMARKS 

The present application includes claims 2-3, 8-14, 17-24, 27, 34-41, 43-45, 50-59, 146, 
149, 151 and 154-157. Claims 156-157 are new. Claim 156 finds support at least on page 32, 
lines 27-32. Claims 2, 17-18, 21, 34, 36-39 and 146 were amended. 
Independent claim 2 

Claims 2-3, 12-14, 27, 34-41, 43-45, 50-59, 146, 151 and 155 stand rejected under 35 
U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fong et al. (US patent 6,182,044} in view of August et 
al. (US patent 6,389,055). 

Claims 17-24 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Fong et 
al. (US patent 5,764,900) in view of August et al. (US patent 6,389,055) and further in view of 
Foxlin (U.S. 6,176,837). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection and submits that the Examiner has not 
established a prima facie, rejection since the cited references lack at least one limitation of the 
claim and the combination of the references would not provide the claimed invention. 

Claim 2 was amended in order to clarify that the source is not a human, but rather is an 
electronic device. This was implicit in the claim, which required that the source transmit a signal 
encoded with information, and is made explicit for clarity. 

Claim 2, as amended, requires transmitting from an electronic device at least one first 
acoustic signal, encoded with information, to a computer and transmitting to the electronic 
device, from the computer, at least a second acoustic signal, encoded with information, in 
response to the one first acoustic signal. As will now be explained, this two way communication 
between the computer and the electronic device is not taught or suggested by any of the cited art 
or combination thereof. 

US patent 6,182,044 to Fong et al. relates to a system for analyzing a vocal performance 
and providing a singer with critique on his/her singing (abstract). The system receives an acoustic 
signal, not encoded with information, from a human and provides an output with an analysis. The 
analysis output can be provided as speech in an acoustic signal, which is not encoded with 
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information (col. 4, lines 45-48 and 58-61, col 7, lines 32-34) or could be provided in a text or 
graphic form (col. 4, line 40). 

US patent 6,389,055 to August et al. describes acoustic signals transmitted from a radio 
106 10 humans and additionally encoded with information directed to a computer U0 (col. 3, 

lines 10-20). 

Xetther of these references teaches or suggests: '"transmitting to said electronic device, 
asms; said loudspeaker, at least a second acoustic signal, encoded with information, in '•espouse 
u- said detected ar least one first acoustic signal", as required by claim 2. The Examine* has not 
i dated to this lumtatson in tU rejection. 

Furthermore, August and Fong cannot be combined. The Examiner stated that 
incorporating the teachings of August into the method of Fong would maximize the utilization of 
file electronic device and nnprcne eilictent usage of the electronic device. "File Examiner 
hwcAV! did not explain hov the singer of Fong is expected to incorporate encoded information 
into his/her singing. 

The dependent claims are allowable at. least due to their parent claim. Nonetheless, at 
least some of the dependent claims acid further patentability over the ait. 

Claim 34, for example, requires that the electronic device comprises a toy and claim 27 
requires controlling at least one action of a toy. Applicant did not find a mention of the control of 
a toy, in the passages of August cited by the Examiner. Col. 6, lines 29-53 relates to a TV, stereo 
and VCR and not to toys. Col. 10, line 65 - col. 1 1, line 10 relates to VCR or the like. The term 
"played" in this passage means "sound'' and does not refer to use of toys. 

Claim 155, tor example, requires that the at least one ultrasonic signal comprises a stand 
alone signal not overlaid on a human tangible signal. The Examiner referred to Figs. 1 and 3-6 of 
August as showing an ultrasonic signal not overlaid on a human tangible signal. The showing of 
separate beams in illustrating the human tangible signal and the ultrasonic signal, however, was 
for illustration purposes only, and the signals are actually overlaid on each other. This is clear 
from the tact that August uses the same reference number (20, 50} to represent both: illustrated 
beams and from the text {col. 3, lines 1-5 and 12-14), which specifically states that the encoding 
is such that the effect of the data stream 16 on the audio signal is imperceptible or at least 
unobjectionable. 
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New claim 157, which is based on original claims 25-26, requires responding by the 
computer to the at least one first acoustic signal, as if the computer received an input from a 
pointing device or a touch screen. Explanation of the operation of the touch screen appears in the 
present application on page 25, line 27 - page 26, line 4. August, col. 6, lines 29-41, relates to 
transmission of information to a smart mouse device. August, however, does not suggest that the 
computer respond to acoustic signals from the mouse as it would relate to a touch screen, or in 
fact to relate to acoustic signals from the mouse at all. 
fadept'&deat claim 8 

Claims S-i 1, 149 and 154 stand rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sebestyen et al. (US patem 5,847,752) in view of August et. al. (US patent 6,389,055). 

Applicant respectfully traverses the rejection and submits that, the Examiner has not 
established a prima fade rejection since the cited references lack at least one limitation of the 
claim and the combination of the references would not provide the claimed invention. 

Claim 8 requires transmitting from a source at least one acoustic signal, encoded with 
information to a computer, sv herein the at least one acoustic signal encoded with information 
comprises a stand alone signal not overlaid on a human tangible signal. 

August, does not suggest that the encoded signal is a stand alone signal, as discussed 
above regarding claim 1 55. 

Sebestyen does not relate to transmitting an acoustic signal, but rather relates to 
transmission between video-telephones and transmits RF modem signals over communication 
networks (col. 2, hnes 20-21). Therefore, Sebestyen does not teach or suggest an acoustic signal 
which is a stand alone signal. 

Thus, neither of the cited references teaches at least one limitation of claim 8 and 
therefore a prima facie ease was not established. 

Applicants further note thai in view of the totally different fields of Sebestyen and 
August, it is .not clear how their teachings can be combined. 

The dependent claims are allowable at least by virtue of their parent claims. 
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Conclusion 



In view of the above remarks, applicants submit that the claims are patentable over the 
prior art. Allowance of the application is respectfully awaited. If, however, the Examiner is not 
convinced and the Examiner is of the opinion that a telephone conversation may forward the 
present application toward allowance, applicants respectfully request that the Examiner call the 
undersigned at 1 (877) 428-5468. Please note that this is a direct toll free number in the US that 
is answered in the undersigned's Israel office. Israel is 7 hours ahead of Washington. 



Respect ful 1 y submitted , 
A ion ATSMON eta!. 



October 5, 2006"' 




Wilham H. Dippcrt * 
Reg. No. 26,723 



Wolf, Block, Schorr & Solis-Cohen LLP 



250 Park Avenue 

New York, New York 1 0177-0030 
'Telephone: 2 1 2.986. 1116 
Facsimile: 212.986.0604 
e-MaiI:wdippen@woIiiuock.coni 
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